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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to the amendment filed on 7/1 5/2009. Claims 1 -5, 10-11,14- 
22, 23 are pending and have been considered below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-5, 10-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. Claims 1-5, 10-11 recite the limitation "the source 
code" in line 19. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 5, and 10-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Parker (5,600,789.) 



Claims 1: Parker discloses in a computerized system environment including computer- 
executable instructions, and a plurality of interfaces for accessing the computer- 
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executable instructions, a method of testing the computer-executable instructions 
through each of the plurality of interfaces using a single testing program, the method 
comprising the acts of: 

a. identifying a plurality of interfaces ("GUI-specific instantiations," 5:43-45; Fig. 1 : 
"1-2-3 for OPENLOOK", "1-2-3 for Motif, etc.) that are intended to access an 
identified application program (Fig. 4: 300); 

b. identifying an application program interface (super class embodied in the test 
script; 5:63-66) that is common to each of the plurality of interfaces that can 
access the application program, such that a function of the application program 
that can be accessed by each of the plurality of interfaces can be tested 
(Abstract); 

c. through a test program (Fig. 4: test tool: test executive + test driver), providing at 
least one representation of a first value ("T commands embodied in the test 
script", e.g. "MENU_Pick("File/Open")" and "TF_SetText("$Filename", "A"), Table 
2) to the application program through the common application program interface 
(8:26-27); 

d. receiving a result from the application program (11:57-12:31); 

e. based on the value of the result from the application program, determining that 
each of the plurality of interfaces is interoperable with the application program 
(i.e. validation: 3:63-67; 11:57-12:31) regardless of a user interface that will 
implement the common application program interface (paragraph 34 and 35 of 
Applicant's Specification details that the determination from the result returned 
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from the application program is that the application program, and not the plurality 
of tested interfaces that is interoperable with the API. The specification then 
infers, based on the determination, that any user interfaces that would utilize the 
common API would then therefore be interoperable with the application program 
through that common API. As such, the GUI-specific instances of Figure 1 in 
Parker , that implement the super class, as disclosed, would therefore be 
interoperable with the application program based on similar reasoning); 

f. identifying one or more other application program interfaces that are common to 
the identified user interfaces (test executive ported for another platform, 34:4-18; 
Fig. 15: 814); and 

g. converting the test program (the test driver portion of the test tool, e.g. test driver 
3, Fig. 15: 812), by, using a conversion module, taking the source code and 
recompiling ("the test tool has test drivers for all of the popular GUI's, a given test 
script can drive not only multiple targets simultaneously, but multiple 
heterogeneous targets", 34:4-6; "the test executive relies on its own portable 
multi-threading package", 34:16; Fig. 15) source code of the test program to 
function with at least one of the one or more other application program interfaces, 
such that the test program is configured to access the identified application 
program through at least one of the one or more other application program 
interfaces (34:4-18, Fig. 15.) 

However, Parker does not explicitly disclose wherein the conversion of the test program 
is performed by a conversion module using a source code. The Examiner takes Official 
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Notice that it is old and well known to port program by using a compiler and program 
source code. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
use a compiler and source code in porting the text executive, as disclosed by Parker . 
One would have been motivated to use a compiler and source code so as to port a 
program as it was the most time and cost efficient method of porting. 

Claim 2: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 1, wherein the at least 
one representation of the first value is unique to at least one of the plurality of interfaces 
(8:26-53.) 

Claim 3: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 2, wherein the at least 
one representation of the first value is identified automatically prior to providing the at 
least one representation to the application program (3:63; 8:26-53.) 

Claim 5: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 1, wherein the identified 
application program is an application program to be tested (Fig. 3; 6:56-7:12.) 

Claim 10: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 1, further comprising 
receiving one or more results from the application program through the corresponding 
one or more interfaces that are intended to access the application program (1 1 :57- 
12:31.) 
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Claim 11: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 10, further comprising, 
based on the received one or more results, identifying an expected result by which the 
received one or more results can be compared (1 1 :57-1 2:31 .) 

Claim 14-20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Parker in view of Winter (5,884,042.) 

Claim 14, 22: Parker discloses, in a computerized system environment including 
computer-executable instructions, and plurality of interfaces for accessing the computer- 
executable instructions, a method of testing an application program through each of the 
plurality of interfaces using a single testing program, the method comprising: 

a. identifying a plurality of interfaces (Fig. 15: 808, 810, 814, GUI 1, GUI 2, GUI 3) 
that are intended to access an application program ("logical" application program. 
5:43-45); 

b. sending a first value ("T commands embodied in the test script", e.g. 
"MENU_Pick("File/Open")" and "TF_SetText("$Filename", "A"), Table 2) to the 
application program using each of the plurality of identified interfaces (33:54-56), 
wherein the first value is sent using an application program interface (super class 
embodied in the test script; 5:63-66) that is common to each of the plurality of 
identified interfaces (Abstract); 
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c. receiving a plurality of results from the application program, wherein each result 
in the plurality corresponds to an identified one of the plurality of interfaces (34:7- 
17); 

d. comparing the plurality of results with each other to identify an expected result 
(11:57-12:31.) 

However, Parker does not explicitly disclose using statistical analysis to identify an 
expected result, and using the expected result as a baseline of comparison to validate 
results of additional tests using the same application program or same application 
program interface that is common to each of the plurality of identified interfaces. Winter 
discloses a similar system wherein statistical analysis is used to obtain a baseline 
(expected result) to be used for future tests (78:48-56.) Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use 
statistical analysis to identify a baseline for future testing as disclosed by Winter , in the 
disclosure of Parker . One would have been motivated to use statistical analysis for 
baseline determination for auto diagnostic purposes for other instruments ( Winter , 
79:14-25.) 

Claim 15: Parker and Winter disclose the method as recited in claim 14. Parker further 
discloses further comprising sending a next value to the application program for each of 
the plurality of identified interfaces (1 1 :57-12:31 .) 
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Claim 16: Parker and Winter disclose the method as recited in claim 15. Parker further 
discloses further comprising receiving a next result from the application program that is 
based in part on the next value that has been sent to the application (1 1 :57-12:31 ; 
33:67-4.) 

Claim 17: Parker and Winter disclose the method as recited in claim 16. Parker further 
discloses further identifying that the application is interoperable with at least one of the 
identified interfaces by comparing the next result with the expected result (1 1 :57-1 2:31 ; 
33:67-4.) 

Claim 18: Parker and Winter disclose the method as recited in claim 14. Parker further 
discloses further comprising generating a test program that is configured to access the 
application program through the identified common application program interface (Fig. 
4: test tool: test executive + test driver.) 

Claim 19: Parker and Winter disclose the method as recited in claim 18. Parker further 
discloses further comprising identifying one or more other application program 
interfaces that are common to the identified user interfaces (Fig. 15: 814.) 

Claim 20: Parker and Winter disclose the method as recited in claim 1 9. Parker further 
discloses further comprising converting the test program such that it is configured to 
access the identified application program through at least one of the one or more other 
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application program interfaces ("the test tool has test drivers for all of the popular GUI's, 
a given test script can drive not only multiple targets simultaneously, but multiple 
heterogeneous targets", 34:4-6; "the test executive relies on its own portable multi- 
threading package", 34:16; Fig. 15.) 

Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Parker in 
view of Cordero . 

Claim 4: Parker et al. discloses the method as recited in claim 1 . However, Parker does 
not explicitly disclose wherein the plurality of interfaces includes at least one telephone 
user interface. Cordero discloses a similar method for multi-platform testing, wherein the 
plurality of interfaces includes at least one telephone user interface (par. 009, cellular 
devices.) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to include a telephone user interface. One would have 
been motivated to combine the teaching of Parker with Cordero so as to enable 
application testing on varied platform that suitable to run the application (par. 009.) 



Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Parker 
in view of Bailev (6,981 ,1 80.) 
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Claim 23: Parker et al. discloses the method of claim 1 . However, Parker does not 
explicitly disclose, wherein providing at least one representation of a first value to the 
application program through the common application program interface comprises: 

a. automatically identifying a plurality of isomorphisms of a value that are specific to 
one of the interfaces from among the identified plurality of interfaces; and 

b. testing the identified isomorphisms of the value such that different forms of one 
or more values may be tested. 

Bailey discloses a method for testing, wherein providing at least one representation of a 
first value to the application program through the common application program interface 



a. automatically identifying a plurality of isomorphisms of a value that are specific to 
one of the interfaces from among the identified plurality of interfaces; and 

b. testing the identified isomorphisms of the value such that different forms of one 
or more values may be tested (3:58-4:3.) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to utilize isomorphisms in system testing as disclosed by 
Bailey , in the teachings of Parker . One would have been motivated to utilize 
isomorphisms in system testing so as to provide varying degrees of validation (3:58- 



comprises: 



4:3.) 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-5, 10-11, 14- 22, 23 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrew Belousov whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1695. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri (alternate Fri off) EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dennis Chow can be reached on (571) 272-7767. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-3800. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Steven P Sax/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2174 

AB 

11/23/2009 



